This paper shows that the return to Keynes's irrelevant and incorrect doctrines from his General Theory has begun; hence, it must be prevented. This paper shows: 1) Hazlitt's criticism of Keynes's concept of the investment multiplier is entirely correct, revealed and based on Keynes's fundamental flaw using throughout of the General Theory, namely replacement between cause and effect; 2) Hazlitt correctly criticized Keynes's extremely vague and incomplete definition of involuntary unemployment and full employment; however, he incorrectly stated that involuntary unemployment couldn't be equilibrium phenomenon; 3) Hazlitt successfully demonstrated that Keynes's monetary theory was confusing, incomplete, and even incorrect.
Introduction
This paper shows that the process for the 21st century scandal, namely, return to Keynes's irrelevant and incorrect doctrines to reality from his General Theory governing not only thoughts of professional economists but also government leaders, unfortunately, is started; hence, it must be prevented.
More than 50 years ago, H. Hazlitt * [1] [2] published two books; in the first, The Failure of "The New Economics", he asserted that "the best way to analyze the General Theory is to do so chapter by chapter" ( [1] , p. 9). Hazlitt's conclusion was:
I have been unable to find in it a single important doctrine that is both true and original. What is original in the book is not true; and what is true is not original. In fact, as we shall find, even much that is fallacious in the book is not original, but can be found in a score of previous writers ([1], p. 6).
E. Davar Hazlitt, unfortunately, undervalued the fact that several generations of economists were been so deeply poisoned by Keynes's irrelevant and incorrect theory to reality. In the process of working on this paper, I scanned more than 20 books written on Keynes's theory, especially after 2000 (The List of books see Appendix 1), and the result was amazing and very-very depressed, namely, no one of them not only has analyzed and tried to answer some Hazlitt's claiming against Keynes's theory but also even did not mention his books. Moreover, some economists have been blaming Hazlitt incompetent in economic theory, because he had not economic education. For example, Prof. P. Krugman recently asserted in his blog "Well, Hazlitt has been wrong about everything for more than 80 years, and is still regarded as a guru. Bad ideas, it appears, are extremely robust in the face of contrary evidence" [3] .
Alas! Writings like this might be written only by the man who did not respect one and first of all himself. If even assume that Hazlitt is wrong about one of a concrete issue, this not means that he is "wrong about everything for more than 80 years"; and on the contrary, if a person is right in one issue, this not means that he/she is right in all issues, like Keynes. The same situation is also observed to relate L. A. Hahn's [4] and W. H. Hutt's [5] claim against Keynes's doctrines. It must be stressed that Krugman's statement "Bad ideas, it appears, are extremely robust in the face of contrary evidence" is much more fitting to Keynes's ideas from General Theory (vide infra).
Moreover, Krugman [6] also states that:
Those qualities allowed Keynes to lead economists, and the world, into the light-for The General Theory is nothing less than an epic journey out of intellectual darkness. That, as much as its continuing relevance to economic policy, is what makes it a book for the ages. Read it, and marvel.
Special emphasis must be given to the valuation of Keynes Varga summarized his very short, but very important paper as:
Keynes's popularity is explained not by his defence of capitalism but by the fact that he cloaks this defence by an aura of pseudo-scientificalness and a sterile criticism of capitalism. Keynes's popularity is explained not by his depth of knowledge, not by new ideas, but by eclecticism. His popularity shows that monopoly capital cannot find a better answer to the insoluble contradictions of capitalism, the prelude to its historically inevitable doom. The dominance of Keynesian ideas is proof of the ideological bankruptcy of monopoly capitalism (italic original) ([50], p. 329).
Responsibility for such situation is generally laid on the economists of previous generation such as Blaug [8] [9], Barrow, Clower [10] , Davidson [11] , Krugman, Leijonhufvud [12] , Lucas, Mankiw [13] , Moggridge, Samuelson, Skidelski, Solow, Stiglitz [14] and so on; because despite that they are familiar with Hazlitt's books which have been absolutely ignored by them. At the same time, duty of the contemporary and next generation of economists will not trust blindly on the writing of economists' previous generation and investigate the origins independently to create his/her own opinion.
Despite that Hazlitt's book deserves contra analysis in detail, alike his analysis of General Theory, this paper examines only three central doubtful and incorrect issues of Keynes's General Theory ([1] [15] ) because each of them is considered as the main factor of the revolutionary character of Keynes's theory by various economists 1 and today relevant real economy: 1) investment multiplier; 2) involuntary unemployment; and 3) theory of money.
Keynes's Investment Multiplier
Hazlitt justly asserted that "We now come to the strange concept of 'the multiplier', about which some Keynesians make more fuss than about anything else in the Keynesian system. Indeed, a whole literature has developed around this concept alone" ( [1] Moreover, Post-Keynes economists have extended the multiplier conception and introduced, firstly, government purchases (spending) multiplier, when modern authors even favorably dwell upon the option of taxes multiplier [21] and Hoover states that "The expenditure multiplier is the intellectual basis for President Obama's stimulus package" [22] . Yet, Kamiryo, H. calculates the magnitude of "the Tax Multiplier" during 20 years (1990-2010) for 72 countries of the world [23] .
Kamiryo asserts: "According to Davar Ezra (2010, 25) , modern general equilibrium theory, sets investment the cause and sets national income the effect. The author's point at issue still differs from Davar Ezra's and clarifies a true story" ( [23] , p. 66).
This assertion of Kamiryo is erroneous: in my paper [16] it was shown that Keynes himself replaced the cause (national income) for effect (investment) in the first phase of investment process (vide supra) and it is not modern general equilibrium theory which makes the replacement, as Kamiryo asserts; because moderngeneral equilibrium theory does not used such terms as "national income" and "investment"; and finally, in my paper is written: for example: 1) the Keynesian multiplayer is based on the substitution of the cause (the national income) for the effect (investment);which yields an inadequate results; 2) Modern general equilibrium theory is based on the following assumptions: a) modern version of free goods conception and b) "Walras' Law" which assume that with an excess supply of a commodity, its price has to be zero; which is realistically absurd ( [2] [16], p. 25).
His clarification is: "In the endogenous datasets, however, investment and income = output is two-way, and causes and results march simultaneously" ( [23] , p. 70).
This clarification is also incorrect, because according to Keynes's approach to the multiplier concept the whole process of investment generally consists of two phases. The first phase when investment is created; this is, investment (saving) is determinate; and therefore, the causal relation here moves from income to investment. This is when the increment in income causes an increment in investment. While the inverse relation means that in order to increase investment an analogous increment of income is required.
In the second phase, investment is transformed into fixed capital and produces income in combination with other services (labour, land, money) and technology. So, in this phase, fixed capital (investment) is the determinant; and thus, the causal relation here moves from fixed capital to income. An increase of fixed capital causes an increment of income; while the inverse relation is equal to the next requirement: in order to increase income an increment of fixed capital is required.
Hence, they cannot be two-way, and causes and results march simultaneously. This means that in the first phase, income creates saving which is transformed into investment; hence, investment cannot create income. So in such a case there is no place for a multiplier, there may be only requirement [16] .
Hazlitt went further and stated: "Optimism, income, consumption, and investment all interact, all mutually increase each other. But there is never any precise, predictable, mathematical relationship; there is never any fixed, or purely mechanical relationship among these elements".
In this whole process the concept of a fixed or predictable or predeterminable "multiplier" is never of any use ( [1] , p. 142; original emphasize).
This statement of Hazlitt is incorrect, because if Keynes's "multiplier" is not yields multiplication of income, but this not means that "there is never any precise, predictable, mathematical relationship; there is never any fixed, or purely mechanical relationship among these elements".
Replacement between the cause (national income) and the effect (investment) may also be interpreted in a backward (reverse) direction ( [14] [16] [21] ). Namely, in order that the effect (investment) would occur, it is required (necessary and sufficient condition) that the cause (national income) would be occurred before. It is necessary to emphasize that this does not mean that the effect (investment) churns out the cause (national income); i.e., there is no replacement between the cause and the effect; it is simply the fact that in the case when the causal nexus is known, the backward causality allows us to determine the required cause in order that certain effect would be produced.
On the other hand, Keynes's "multiplier" is the inverse of the marginal propensity to invest which indicates the required quantities of income for a unit of investment, when the marginal propensity of both does not change. This result is compatible with the result of the backward (reverse) causality in the determination of the investment multiplier. Therefore, the genuine meaning of Keynes's multiplier is tantamount to a requirement, and not to a multiplication. Hence, the requirement indicates on the required quantity of national income for the realization of one unit of investment (saving) when the marginal propensity to consume is constant. This means that an increase in consumption is not caused by the income that a new investment entails; except of an increase in investment and consumption which is produced by the income yields, by means of the available unemployed services (fixed capital and labor).
Hazlitt continued: but two criticisms of the "multiplier" remain to be made, and both are basic. In the first place, even granting all of Keynes's other peculiar assumptions, it is difficult to understand just why the multiplier (except by sheer assertion) should necessarily be the reciprocal of the marginal propensity to save. If the marginal propensity to consume is 9/10, we are told, the multiplier is 10. Why? How? ( [1] , p. 149) This criticism, in principle, is correct, but it will be incorrect to deny any using of the marginal (average) propensity to consume (vide supra).
And, Hazlitt added:
The final criticism of the multiplier that must be made is so basic that it almost makes all the others unnecessary. This is that the multiplier, and the whole unemployment that it is supposed to cure, is based on the tacit assumption of inflexible prices and inflexible wages. Once we assume flexibility in prices and wages, and full responsiveness to the forces of the market, the whole Keynesian system dissolves into thin air
Indeed, this assumption is very crucial, but the "abstract method" means that theory reproduces real economic life only in a "simpler" form, in such way that theory has not be contradict reality, moreover, it has to be guided by reality. It is clear that abstract theory could never reproduce reality exactly, but theory must be as close as possible to it ([24] p. 1).
Hazlitt finished the criticism of Keynes's concept of the investment multiplier by the conclusion: Keynes's investment "multiplier" is a myth. There is never any fixed, predictable "multiplier"; there is never any precise, predeterminable, or mechanical relationship between social income, consumption, investment, and extent of employment. An "equilibrium with unemployment" (to repeat) is a contradiction in terms. No investment "multiplier" can be calculated or even discussed except in relation to the extent of maladjustment or discoordination among prices and wage-rates, or to the state of business sentiment. Keynes's implied definitions of "saving" and "investment" constantly shift. He tacitly assumes that what is not spent on Marshall, A. (1930) The Pure Theory of Domestic Value, London: The London School of Economicsconsumption goods is not spent on anything at all. By "investment" he most frequently means government deficit spending financed by inflation.
His "multiplier" easily lends itself to a reduction ad absurdum ( [1] , p. 429-430).
To sum up, on the one hand, Hazlitt's criticism of Keynes's concept of the investment multiplier is entirely correct, revealed and based on Keynes's fundamental flaw using throughout of the General Theory, namely replacement between cause and effect 2 . But, at the other hand, Hazlitt incorrectly asserted that "there is never any precise, predeterminable, or mechanical relationship between social income, consumption, investment, and extent of employment". Because, as it was recently shown that Keynes's investment multiplier's genuine essence is a requirement, which indicates the quantity of national income needed to realize one unit of investment ( [15] [16] [21] ).
Keynes's Involuntary Unemployment
Unemployment, one of the chronic afflictions of modern economics, will be cured only after accomplishing genuine theoretical definition accordingly to reality and on the basis of classical and neoclassical authors. Today there is absolute bewilderment in the using of the term "unemployment" and its various kinds because of two reasons: 1) the missing the line of demarcation between pure theory and applied theory; and 2) the unfounded supposition that no connection between Walras's and Keynes's approaches exists and they are completely opposite theories.
One group of economists using the term "unemployment" in the general sense without any specification of what kinds of unemployment it is; but in such case it is impossible to find compatible treatment for its curing. Another group of economist making differences between types of unemployment but there is not a common approach; each of them has been using his own interpretation and suggests different treatment.
Walras's theory seems to be "conveniently" characterized by full employment in services included labour. For example, Hayek asserted that: "But it does mean that we have to start where general economic theory stops; that is to say at a condition of equilibrium when no unused resources exist" ( [25] , p. 34); and "The existence of unused resources must be one of the main objects of our explanation" (ibid. p. 35) (see also [26] , p. 58; [27] , p. 17, and so on). However, this is incorrect since Walras's approach assumes that at equilibrium, there might be voluntary unemployment of services in Economies: Production, Capital Formation and Credit, and Circulation and Money, and unsold goods in an Exchange Economy ( [28] , p. 51-52 and [29] ). One of the crucial reasons of the full employment interpretation of Walras's economy is the fact that Walras himself never discussed problems of employment, unemployment and used this term in his theoretical models. Nevertheless, careful analysis of the entire process of equilibrium establishment of Walras's approach enable to argue that there might be voluntary unemployment of services (including labor) and unsold goods in exchange economy. The "involuntary unemployment" is one of the central issues of Keynes' It must be stressed that there is also third definition of full employment. Keynes as well as Walras, determined unemployment as the difference between the available quantity minus the employed quantity in equilibrium; and then discussed possible various kinds of unemployment. Keynes started his theory of employment in his book with the central statement: "The question, also, of the volume of the available resources, in the sense of the size of the employable population, the extent of natural wealth and the accumulated capital equipment, has often been treated descriptively. But the pure theory of what determines the actual employment of the available resources has seldom been examined in great detail" ( [17] , p. 4). This means that in the case that the available quantity is employed this means full employment.
Hazlitt continued: This statement of Hazlitt may be is correct if "voluntary" unemployment is only considered according to Walras's definition (vide supra), then such definition of full employment might have certain reasoning, because in this case each individual is either employed or unemployed by his own wishes. But Keynes also included "forced unemployment", hence such definition of full employment is not only inconsistent with its practical definition, but also creates a mystified situation. But, Hazlitt's assertion that "full employment" is not even definable" is absolutely incorrect, because such definition of full employment fitting with its practical definition. So, this criticism of Hazlitt about Keynes's definition of full employment essentially is correct, despite of some inconsistency.
It is interesting to emphasize that despite that Hazlitt's main conclusion was that, in general, it is difficult to define full employment, it is not attainable and it is not desirable, he, at the same time, discussed about conditions to attain full employment: Hazlitt was very harsh on the issue of equilibrium unemployment and repeatedly stated that "When Keynes speaks, therefore, as he does here and elsewhere, of 'equilibrium' with underemployment, he is talking nonsense. This is a contradiction in terms, like talking of an orderly chaos or a triangular circle. When Keynes speaks, in short, of an 'equilibrium' with unemployment, he is not really speaking of a position of equilibrium at all, but of something quite different" ([1], p. 52; emphasize original).
As It was shown that the kind of unemployment depends on the character of the original aggregate supply curve of labour. On the one hand, when the original aggregate supply function is a strongly increasing function, as in Walras's approach, there might be only voluntary unemployment, and its magnitude is the difference between the available quantity of labour and the equilibrium point. So, in such a case, an individual is unemployed according to his own wishes, because an equilibrium wage defined by free competition is less than a wage which he requires. But, at the same time it is incorrect to confuse Walras's voluntary unemployment with leisure. Moreover, unfortunately, some modern economists mistook Walras's voluntary unemployment with "involuntary unemployment" [36] . According to Walras's approach also might be considered "forced unemployment" which is the result of an intervention of external forces (government, monopoly, trade unions, and so on) into the market, and therefore, it is a disequilibrium phenomenon. Unfortunately, Keynes combined Walras's two types of unemployment, voluntary and forced, and called them "voluntary" unemployment. On the other hand, some economists interpreted Walras's forced unemployment as "involuntary unemployment" [30] .
On the other hand, if the supply curve of labour isa weakly increasing, which means that the supply function may has a horizontal segment then there might be involuntary unemployment if the equilibrium point locates between boundary points of the horizontal segment, and the magnitude of involuntary unemployment is the difference between the right boundary point of the horizontal segment and an equilibrium point. So, in such a case, an individual is involuntary unemployed against to his own wishes, because an equilibrium wage defined by free competition is equal to a wage which he requires.
Therefore, Hazlitt's statement that Keynes's involuntary unemployment cannot be equilibrium phenomenon is erroneous.
To sum up, Hazlitt correctly criticized Keynes's extremely vague and incomplete definition of involuntary unemployment and full employment, however, incorrectly stated that involuntary unemployment cannot be equilibrium phenomenon.
Money Theory
The money theory has to be an anchor of Keynes's economic theory and his "main contribution"; and therefore, one of sources of Keynesian Revolution; in other words, it was Keynes's liquidity preference theory (LPT) of money that was the revolutionary aspect of Keynes's analysis ( [11] 
, p. 172). But unfortunately, Keynes's money theory is confusable, incomplete and even incorrect ([1] [15] [16]).
Hazlitt revealed many inconsistencies and fallacies in Keynes's monetary analysis, relevant to today's economics, which have never been discussed by Keynesians. It is difficult not to agree with one of Hazlitt's crucial accusations against Keynes's analysis that "One of the chief defects in Keynes's analysis, not only in the passage quoted above but throughout the General Theory, is his failure to adhere to any fixed meanings for his terms. He plays particularly fast and loose …" ([1], p. 169); as it was demonstrated above when Keynes's two central concepts were discussed: investment multiplier and involuntary unemployment.
Hazlitt started this issue with the assertion:
We now come to three chapters and an appendix that it seems most convenient to treat as a unit. These are the chapters in which Keynes unfolds his famous concept of "liquidity-preference" as an explanation (in fact as the sole explanation) of the rate of interest, and in which he dismisses the alleged "classical" theory of the rate of interest as altogether inadequate and mistaken. We shall first take up the concept of liquidity-preference, to find what is wrong with it, and then see to what extent, if any, Keynes's criticisms of the "classical" theory of interest are warranted ([1], p. 186).
It must be stressed that some economists consider "liquidity-preference" as an expression of the revolutionary character of Keynes's theory. For example, Meade stated: "Thus the Keynesian theoretical revolution can be expressed in terms of the combination of his Multiplier theory with his Liquidity Preference theory" ( [37] , p. 87; see also [11] 
But in Chapter 15, "The Psychological and Business Incentives to Liquidity", Keynes gives us a further breakdown of the "transactions-motive" into the "income-motive" and the "business-motive" ([17], p. 189).
However, in the following, different motives were merged: Let the amount of cash held to satisfy the transactions-and precautionary-motives be M 1 , and the amount held to satisfy the speculative-motive be M 2 . Corresponding to these two compartments of cash, we then have two liquidity functions L 1 and L 2 . L 1 mainly depends on the level of income, whilst L 2 mainly depends on the relation the current rate of the interest and the state of expectation.
Here Keynes proposed two erroneous assumptions. First, Keynes merged the transaction-motive, which already represents a combination of the income-motive and the business-motive, with precautionary-motive. This eliminates the difference between two types of money: money as a medium of exchange, a measure of value and a store of value (the money commodity-numéraire) and money for circulation (the money commoditynuméraire, or fiat money), and therefore, consequently, the difference between two various prices for money commodity are also eliminated. This is the main reason that in modern economics only fiat money is used.
Second, Keynes asserted that L 1 -liquidity function of the amount of cash to satisfy the transactions-and precautionary-motives (M 1 ) depends mainly on the level of income [M 1 = L 1 (Y)]. Here, Keynes assumed that the liquidity function is the inverse function of the income function. Keynes used this approach very frequently, for example for the employment function, which is determined as the inverse function of the aggregate supply function ( [17] , p. 280; Hicks also used this approach in his famous IS-LM model). However, the inverse function exist only for the function of one variable with specific properties, namely, the function must be either strictly increasing or strictly decreasing function. Yet, the income function is the function for many variables (prices and available quantities for all categories-goods, factors of production (labour. fixed capital and money) and so on). Therefore, the assumption that the income function as the function of one variable, ones of money, ones of available quantities of either labour or fixed capital, is incorrect. What means that the liquidity function for the transactions-and precautionary-motives [M 1 = L 1 (Y)] as the inverse function of the income function is not exist.
In the following Keynes surprisingly states that "In the static society in which for any other reason no one feels any uncertainty about the future rates of interest, the Liquidity Function L 2 , or the propensity to hoard (as we might term it), will always be zero in equilibrium. Hence in equilibrium M 2 = 0 and M = M 1 " ( [17] , p. 209). But, this means that the rate of interest, crucial determinants, have disappeared in the equilibrium state! Keynes continues: "…so that any change in M will cause the rate of interest to fluctuate until income reaches a level at which the change in M 1 is equal to the supposed change in M. Now M 1 V = Y, where V is the income-velocity of money as defined above and Y is the aggregate income. Thus if it is practicable (our emphasis) to measure the quantity, O, and the price, P, of current output, we have Y = OP, and, therefore, MV = OP" ( [17] . p. 209).
It is interesting that Hazlitt substituted Keynes's term "liquidity-preference" for the term "cash preference" asserted that "I do not think that either term is helpful or necessary; they throw considerably more confusion, and considerably less light, on the condition to be analyzed than the traditional terms that Keynes rejects. But as between the two, cash preference is much to be preferred to liquidity-preference, not only because it is less vague, but because it does not, like liquidity-preference, make Keynes's doctrine self-contradictory" ([1], p. 193) . By this Hazlitt was close to Walras's "cash balance".
Hazlitt rightly criticized Keynes's understanding of the functions of money, asserting that "This is an extraordinary perversion of classical doctrine. The most usual statement in the orthodox economic textbooks is that money serves first of all the function of a medium of exchange. And according to some economists, this function includes and subsumes all its other functions such as 'money of account', 'standard of value', and 'store of value'-which are merely the qualities of a satisfactory or ideal medium of exchange" ([1], p. 191) .
Hazlitt also rightly attacked Keynes's theory of interest rate, and stated that "Now Keynes's theory of interest is a purely monetary theory. Keynes, in fact, ridicules all theories of interest that bring in 'real' factors" ( [1] , p. 193); and asserted that' This is to throw out cavalierly not only Marshall but practically all the "classical" and "neo-classical" economists-in fact, all the economists who have made any contribution to the subject since the Middle Ages. Interest, of course, is normally paid in money. But so is rent; so are profits; so are prices; and so are wages. They all, like interest, "belong to a monetary economy". On this reasoning we would take no account of real factors whatever but throw the analysis of everything into the books devoted purely to money' ( Hazlitt claimed that some aspects of the interest rate theory which were correctly formulated by Keynes were discovered by his predecessors, asserting that: ([1], p. 213) . ([1], p. 214-215) .
Nor would he have been the first to discover, if he had discovered it, that both sets of influences, real and monetary, had to be recognized and reconciled in any complete theory of interest. That glory belongs to the Swedish economist Knut Wicksell. The great contribution which Wicksell made to interest theory was to reconcile the "real" theories of interest as developed by the classical economists and amended by Jevons and Böhm-Bawerk, with what actually happens to interest rates in the day-to-day money market as the banker or the security investor confronts it. The real factors act through the monetary factors. Wicksell's really general theory of interest (real-cum-monetary) was carried further by Irving Fisher and receives its most mature exposition in the work of Ludwig von Mises

And
This is a brief, oversimplified, and inadequate description of the process. But it is sufficient to show that everything that is true in the Keynesian monetary theory of interest was already recognized by Wicksell, Fisher, Mises, Hayek, and others before Keynes wrote
One of the central flaws of Hazlitt, as with the majority of the 20th century economists, was misunderstanding and misinterpreting of Walras's theory, especially money theory. Walras's major and unique contribution is the integration of his money theory into his general equilibrium theory which enabled him to consider the real eco-nomic and financial sector as one integrated system. Schumpeter stated that "In the same sense in which it is true to say that he (Walras-E.D.) created economic statics, the modern theory of economic equilibrium, it is also true to say that he created the modern theory of money. In fact, his theory of money and credit is simply part of this general theory of economic equilibrium" ( [39] , p. 1082).
Classics' and Walras's distinction between money commodity (numéraire) and money (for circulation) have been the cause of a certain amount of confusion. For example, there are many economists, who claim that Walras's GET is only a barter exchange economy and money does not play any role. Majority of authors identifying fiat money with money and modern theory used only fiat money. I addition, if we take into account the fact that the contemporary world economy is governed by fiat money, the issue of the relationship between numéraire and money becomes crucial not only in order to understand Walras's monetary theory, but also to understand modern money theory as in general.
Keynes, like Classics and Walras, considered two types of money: money commodity (numéraire) and money. However, Keynes used the wage-unit as a numéraire, whilst Walras used precious metal (gold and silver). But using the wage-unit as a numéraire is very doubtful because of its determination: "the money-wage of a labour-unit we shall call the wage-unit" ( [17] , p. 41). But, in our opinion, in fact Keynes as well as Marx, used as a numéraire the labour-unit, which was used as a measure of the quantity of employment [17] [40] .
In such a case there are two crucial problems. Firstly, whether labour might be used as a numéraire since in equilibrium state might be an unemployed part of labour? Secondly, labour is not homogeny and assuming that labour might be used as a numéraire then the question is what kind of labour is would be used? Keynes suggested using "an hour's employment of ordinary labour as our unit and weighting an hour's employment of special labour in proportion to its remuneration; an hour of special labour remunerated at double ordinary rates will count as two units" ( [17] , p. 41).
As Hazlitt correctly asserted: "Now to say that the wage-unit is the essential standard of value is to say that the price in dollars, and moreover the average price in dollars, of a heterogeneous good or service is the "essential standard of value", and not the dollar in terms of which the price is expressed. For the "wage-unit", let us remember, is the "money-wage" of "an hour's employment of ordinary labor" ([1], p. 41) .
It is necessary to stress that, unfortunately, this is not as easy as Keynes described it. This is well known as an unsolved problem of the reduction of labour since Marx, who used the term "abstract labour" and invested, in vain, huge energy to determine a unit of such labour. These problems are very acute when we consider a model including other services' prices, such as the rent of land, the price of fixed capital' service and the interest rate of money. Keynes factually discussed the model with regards to one service [15] -Labour and but at the same time he discussed the problem of the marginal efficiency of capital and interest rate of money. This was in textual form and was not included in the model. Moreover, Marx used "abstract labour" only for the specific theoretical problem, namely for the problem connected to the Exploitation of the Workers' Class. However, when Marx discussed problems of real economics he used only money measurement, while, Keynes used "wage-unit" for the real economic problem if we assume that Keynes's economy is a real economy.
In addition, the use of labour (or wage-unit) as a numéraire is problematic, if impossible, because the numéraire is a basic component of the monetary system and it is used for all functions of money: exchange (transaction), measurement and storage. At the same time, it is necessary to note that Keynes used the term "gold standard" in the text of General Theory, but he never discussed the relationship between the wage-unit, the gold standard and paper money.
Keynes never discussed problem of relationship between money commodity and fiat money which is one of central issues of money theory. Moreover, Keynes in the following gave up money commodity and discussed only money for circulation but he did not used the term "money for circulation". Hazlitt, unfortunately, accepted this situation and continued its analyses.
At the same time, Hazlitt correctly understood the essence of general equilibrium theory; like Walras and Marx, he asserted that: Paraphrasing and reversing Grover Cleveland's famous aphorism, we may say regarding economic equilibrium that it is a concept that confronts us, not a condition. Yet this concept is not unrelated to reality. It is a limiting notion. There is always a tendency toward equilibrium. An economy can get stuck for a long period at a point of unemployment, as a clock can get stuck if someone puts chewing gum in the works. But in neither case should the result be called "equilibrium" ([1 Hazlitt also claimed about Keynes's usual twofold relation to the quantity theory of money, stressing that: "Keynes is right in not accepting 'the Crude Quantity Theory of Money', but his treatment of the whole subject is superficial and confused" ( [1] , p. 298); and "An increase in the 'velocity-of-circulation' of money, therefore, does not necessarily mean (other things remaining unchanged) a corresponding or proportionate increase in 'the price-level'. An increased 'velocity-of-circulation' of money is not a cause of an increase in commodity prices; it is itself a result of changing valuations on the part of buyers and sellers. It is usually a sign merely of an increase in speculative activity. An increased 'velocity-of-circulation' of money may even accompany, especially in a crisis at the peak of a boom, a jail in prices of stocks or bonds or commodities" ( [1] Some "critics" of Hazlitt unjustly stated that as if Hazlitt denied using mathematics in his economics theory (vide infra).
Hazlitt rightfully claimed that: "It is impossible to treat this final section (Chapter 21-E. D.) as serious economics. It is designed to prove: 1) that it would be harmful or dangerous to reduce almost any wagerate and 2) that it would be beneficial to reduce almost any interest rate" ([1], p. 312).
Hazlitt also rightly asserted that Keynes's attempt to manipulate the interest rate and wages independently from other parts of the entire economy is erroneous: 
Conclusions
This paper has shown that the return to Keynes's irrelevant and incorrect doctrines from his General Theory has begun; hence, it must be prevented.
For this purposes this paper examines only three central doubtful and incorrect issues of Keynes's General Theory among a lot of flaws Revealed by Hazlitt, because each of them is considered the main factor of the "revolutionary" character of Keynes's theory by various economists: 1) investment multiplier; 2) involuntary unemployment; and 3) theory of money.
It was shown that: 1) On the one hand, Hazlitt's criticism of Keynes's concept of the investment multiplier is entirely correct, revealed and based on Keynes's fundamental flaw using throughout of the General Theory, namely replacement between cause and effect. But, at the other hand, Hazlitt incorrectly asserted that "there is never any precise, predeterminable, or mechanical relationship between social income, consumption, investment, and extent of employment". Therefore, the fact that almost all Keynesians (post, new, now) have been ignored Hazlitt's criticism of Keynes's investment multiplier has been yielding tremendous harm not only from the theoretical issue, but also in policy making and economic education;
2) Hazlitt correctly criticized Keynes's extremely vague and incomplete definition of involuntary unemployment and full employment; however, he incorrectly stated that involuntary unemployment couldn't be equilibrium phenomenon;
3) Hazlitt successfully demonstrated that Keynes's monetary theory is confusing, incomplete, and even incorrect.
Epilogue There are two reviews on Hazlitt's book that might be the explanation one of the central reasons why there is absolutely ignorant from it. A. Lerner wrote two pages review and contrived to introduce so many non-objective mockeries and cynicisms that are enough for several books. J. P. McKenna's review is a little moderate; however, its evaluation of Hazlitt's book is also inadequate.
I did not refer their "evaluation" in the text of the paper, but below the readers might find them and I believe they make their judgments about "value" and "contribution" of such reviewers.
Quotation from Lerner's reviewer: 1) In the present book Hazlitt does not write the second lesson because he has not learned it. It is the most depressing book. Reading this book, it feels like grading a hundred examination papers by intelligent students who all write interestingly and clearly; who have all listened very carefully, read much and worked very hard, but who must, nevertheless, all be given an "F" because everyone has missed every point in every question in the examination ( [48] , p. 234);
2) He sees these because of a fundamental misunderstanding in a Kafkaesque night-mare of discussion at cross purposes (ibid.);
3) Given the strain that this must have imposed, one can understand his charging Keynes with irresponsibility, verbal tricks, perverse logic, howling nonsense, willful blindness, totalitarian objectives, and intellectual dishonesty (ibid.); 4) "…much easier than the heavily handicapped safari through the Keynesian jungle reported in his book" ( [48] , p. 235);
5) It is the traumatic shock at discovering that even Keynesian economics may not be enough to give us full employment with price stability that bears a large part of the responsibility for the current regression from Keynesian to pre-Keynesian economics and for the balancing of the budget being given a higher priority by our government than the building of a viable noncommunist world. It is the threat of having to learn lesson three that is responsible for the regression from lesson two to ritualistic reciting of lesson one and for the popularity of books like Hazlitt's in places like the Wall Street Journal (ibid.).
Quotation from McKenna's reviewer: 1) Hazlitt properly objects that the General Theory is quite special, applying only to conditions of unemployment. Yet he ignores this specialty repeatedly, accusing Keynes of error and proving the error by the assumption of relatively full employment ( [49] , p. 189);
2) Thus Hazlitt proves that interest rates cannot be held below the natural rate by monetary policy because rising prices would force interest rates back up (ibid);
3) Again, he objects that government spending might only encourage unions with excessive wage rates to demand even higher wages and the new spending may even lead to a decrease in employment (even under full employment, this last conclusion would be justified only with rather strangely shaped labor-supply curves) (ibid.); 4) On its statements of fact, Hazlitt's book is somewhat better documented than Keynes's, but could have used much more. As a rebuttal of Keynes, however, the documentation is grossly unfair; it takes Keynes to task because his statements do not correspond to the data of the last twenty years (ibid.); 5) Hazlitt opposes the use of mathematical formulations on the ground that economic relations are not sufficiently precise to permit their use. This is hardly an answer, for good verbal economics should be precise as well. Surely the initial mathematical formulations by Keynes have had a tremendous impact upon attempts to make these relationships more precise by more sophisticated techniques. The important question is not about perfection, but about whether the approximation is sufficiently accurate to add anything to our understanding ( [49] , p. 190); 6) Although Hazlitt clears up many minor points in the General Theory, his analysis of the major ones is completely unsatisfactory. In short, those who agree with Hazlitt's preconceptions will find many excuses for their views; those seeking enlightenment must look elsewhere ( [49] , p. 190).
